Possibly no other persons in society are more troublesome to the authorities, to the helping professions, to the student of human behaviour than are those persons who recurrently act in an antisocial manner. Like the patriot in an occupied country, they appear resistant to all attempts to have them see that the views and attitudes of the resident authorities are the sensible ones to have. A good deal of thought and ingenuity has gone into the devising of pl'ograms to change their attitudes and behaviour. However regardless of whether the approach has been to achieve change through threat and punishment or through love and kindness or through some intermediate type of program,tJhe objects of all these endeavors have remained, for the most part, stubbornly unchanged. Comparing a patriot in an occupied country with a recidivist antisocial is not as strange as at first sight it might appear. Both are persons who 'fail to learn' from experiences of pain, penalty and prison. Both question the social order by their behaviour. However, the patriot appears to be concerned with who the authorities are and his recurrent criminal behaviour is regarded as an understandable attempt to unseat what, to him, is an unlawful authority. He does not question identical rules and regulations enforced by an acceptable authority. The recidivist antisocial, on the other hand, appears to be opposed to the rules and regulations of any authority. Put another way, the patriot persistently attacks the rules and regulations because he wishes to attack a particular authority. The recividist antisocial persistently attacks the rules and regulations of any authority. Perhaps it is because of this different focus of concern that identical behaviour in patriot and criminal may in the former be lauded for showing sta-'Director, Out-Patient Clinic, The Ontario Hospital, Toronto, Assistant Professor, University of Toronto. bility, courage, resolve and strength of will and in the latter be castigated for showing instability, cowardice, lack of resolve and weakness of will. This is an oversimplified view of both the patriot and the criminal but it is put forward at the beginning of an analysis of antisocial behaviour to suggest that concepts such as 'learning defect' or 'lack of moral fibre' or 'immaturity' are not useful in advancing our understanding of this behaviour. It is not their failure to learn so much as it is what they have learned. It is not their lack of strength but the goals towards which they strive. We will here seek to come to an understanding of how a human being could come to learn the peculiarly negative and suspicious attitudes to authority which is the leading characteristic of the psychopathic personality.
In this analysis it is assumed that all of the behaviours as well as the underlying attitudes with which we will be concerned, have been learned. It is also assumed that human beings arrive in the world with no innate sense of right or wrong. It is assumed that one of the major tasks of child-rearing and education is to inculcate certain attitudes which will result ultimately in a responsible, healthy, law-abiding adult. Therefore persons who display behaviour which we have come to regard as bad or sick or criminal, and persons who display behaviour which we value as good, differ in the learning experiences they have had rather than in some fundamental property of their nature.
It is not my intention in this analysis to attempt to state the case for my basic assumptions. I set them forth here so that the reader may be enabled better to follow my logic. Neither is it my intention to attempt to explain away nor to excuse bad behaviour. What I wish to present is a way of thinking about antisocial behaviour and some thoughts on what is involved in measures of control that follow from this.
The state of the new-born human infant is always one of helpless, uncoordinate dependency. Given such an infant, every society, largely through its agents, the family and the school, aims over the next fifteen or twenty years to shape a particular end product. The most vital characteristic that it is hoped that this product will possess is his ability to live and function in a variety of human groups. It is hoped that he will be able to maintain and sustain rewarding reciprocal relationships so that as a minimum he will be able to be involved in gainful employment and be able to marry and sustain a family group of his own. It is widely assumed that if human beings were allowed to grow up "like Topsy", they would show behaviour patterns that would be group disintegrative, or at any rate, that we would end up with a very different society than we presently have. For example, there is evidence. that the sexual drive is originally very nonspecific in its object choice. Therefore in the absence of self-conscious efforts to channel it, incest, bestiality and bisexual behaviour, presumably would be much more common than they presently appear to be in our society. There is also evidence that the particular meanings which we give to the concept, property, and to the concept, personal right, are not inborn. The problem, then, for society's socializing agents, the family and the school, is to take this new human being who has been born into an ongoing society and channel the natural drives and energies in particular directions. It is hoped that an individual will arrive at adulthood as a largely self-regulating organism. In other words it is hoped that· the prevailing attitude to such things as work, property, sexuality etc. will have become his attitudes, so that 'choice' will have become so limited that he would be unable to contemplate, let alone carry out breach of the rules and regulations. Very many dreams of a Utopian society picture the people as having such internal barriers to 'wrong thought or action' that no prisons, courts, police forces or armies would be necessary.
Leaving aside vocational training, the aims of any child-rearing program are as follows: a) To develop a variety of relational skills. By this is meant the learning of the behaviours appropriate to a variety of roles. The developing child must learn the behaviours appropriate for his or her sex and for the roles of son or daughter, playmate, student, pedestrian, customer and so on. b) To learn certain values respecting person and property. This largely concerns the area of self-other rights with implications for the regulation of hostility and for the concept, honesty. c) To come to hold certain attitudes regarding eating, elimination, dress (temperature control) and sexuality. The educational program aims, not to eliminate or suppress, but to channel the biological drives in a highly specific way. With respect to each of these drives, we seek to have them manifested in a particular manner, in a particular place, at particular times. For example we are not simply concerned with clothing as a means to temperature control. Society indicates which clothes are appropriate for each age, sex and situation. Similarly in the case of sexuality, the relevant behaviours are not to be manifested before a particular time of life and then the object choice and conditions for the act are narrowly specified.
However difficult it may be to explicitly devise a program of child-rearing it appears to be infinitely more difficult to devise a means of successfully carrying one out. This task of discovering and creating the optimal conditions for learning is a central problem for all parents, educators, reformers and 'mental' healers. It is around this problem, the means to the goal, not the goal, that there is so much argument and disagreement, so much so that an outsider might be led to believe that these groups seek differing ends. There are persons who reject the assumptions about the basic nature of man stated earlier in this paper. They might assert that moral behaviour patterns are inborn or that "God made some of us strong and some of us weak". However it is difficult to find a man who with his own children does not betray by his actions that he does believe that what he does and says is crucially related to the behaviour patterns that later appear in his offspring. Granting that the universality of the belief in learning does not constitute proof that it occurs, it will here be assumed that it does with respect to the behaviours under scrutiny.
The ideal end product of the teaching efforts of society is a self-regulating human being-a person who does not require crude external reward or punishment to have him follow the social rules .and regulations. The minimum characteristics of such a person would be that he knows what the rules are, that he sees them as good, that he experiences discomfort, anxiety and loss of self-esteem from within should he commit an infraction and that he feels and/or manifests disapproval when he observes infractions committed by others. Producing such an end product which possesses internal controls appears to require a different program, different conditions for learmng than producing an end product in which behaviour depends on external controls. The highly uniform, obedient, 'good' behaviour that one observes in criminals in prison, children in the classroom, patients in a mental hospital, which contrasts so sharply with the widely divergent behaviour of these same persons away from these settings, is an example of what can be achieved by a program largely dependent on crude external reward and punishment. Achieving social order by a system dependent on external controls alone would require life-long supervision at close enough range that appropriate reward or punishment could follow any behaviour quickly and unambiguously. In short, the minimum ele-ments necessary for learning in an external control system are two perllons one of whom knows the rules, has the ability to maintain close supervision and the power to punish or reward the other. It is not essential in this system for the two persons involved to have any particular feelings for each other as persons but it is essential that they attach the same meanings of pleasure and pain to the rewards and punishments. The learner in this case internalizes attitudes and feelings towards the rewards and punishments rather than towards the rules. Consequently in the absence of the authority, the learner, though he knows the rules, does not experience guilt when he breaks a rule. Most of us have experienced some learning under these conditions. We know that we have few if any inner controls which might prevent us, for example, from breaking the speed limit or reporting our income tax inaccurately.
A program designed to produce an end product with internal controls appears to require, as the minimum necessary elements, two persons with a strongly positive feeling towards each other which has a quality that makes the term unconditional appropriate. By unconditional is meant a relationship in which the continuation of the relationship is not dependent on specific forms of behaviour being manifested by each to the other. The most common model that one could cite of unconditionality is that of the usual mother-child relationship. Here there is implicit understanding on the part of both that no matter what happens in terms of the particular behaviour each may show toward the other, they are going to stay together. This is not to say that the mother and the child do not wish to see modifications occur in these behaviours. Specific efforts are made by each, accompanied by more or less appropriate rewards and punishments, to influence the other to change in specific ways and directions. However the basic state of mutual acceptance, by which is meant their implicit agreement to stay together, is not, by and large, conditional on these desired behavioural changes appearing. Other models for unconditionality can be seen in some friendships, in some marriage relationships and in some psychotherapeutic relationships. It is rarely if ever seen in employer-employee relationships and indeed the bulk of human relationships appear to be highly conditional. There does appear to be considerable evidence that a relationship characterized in the main by unconditionality is necessary to the production of an end-product human being with values and sentiments similar to those of his mentor and accompanied by appropriate internal controls.
At this stage in this analysis it becomes possible to consider some of the forms of antisocial and asocial behaviour. The first group to be considered are those who appear to have been raised within a relationship with a parent which was unconditional. Here the problem appears to have arisen because the value system that the developing child incorporated from its parents was, in large measure antiauthoritarian and therefore antilegal. This person's value system faithfully reproduces that of his parents. He has clear-cut inner controls but he is different from his law-abiding fellow for the reason that he feels guilty about different things. The difficulty is that his parents were thieves or prostitutes or bootleggers or bookmakers or chronically unemployed and involved with welfare agencies. In some of these cases a general change in law or custom would convert them overnight into respectable citizens with mental processes not distinguishably different from other 'normal' persons. This group characteristically feels suspicious and distrustful of authorities. When in custody, they adjust admirably to a system of external controls, are commonly amused that the authorities are so easily fooled and discard the conforming behaviour forced upon them by the authority just as soon as the external control ceases. The publicly expressed attitudes of some authorities in which highly negative terms such as lazy, crooked, deceitful are used, together with the behaviour of the police towards them, suggest that the authorities and this group hold highly reenforcing and reciprocal beliefs and sentiments about each other.
In turning to a consideration of the two remaining groups of antisocials, I shall be drawing heavily on the American sociologist, Talcott Parsons. A considerable part of the following section paraphrases Parsons' mechanisms of deviance in his book The Social System.
Persons of the second and third group appear to have been raised within a relationship with a parent that was, or at any rate appeared to the child to be, highly conditional. Here the child, unable to take a conditional attitude to his parent, is put in the position of believing that he will be literally abandoned should he not behave in the demanded manner. This, as you will note, is a rather extreme example of an external control system. The child very much needs the parent but is in a position in which he feels intensely frustrated by and fearful of the conditional attitude of the parent. In such a situation the child is bound to experience resentment and hostility. The relationship to the parent thus assumes an ambivalent character; "there is still the need to love or admire" the parent "but there is also the product of the frustration in the form of negative" (2) hostile attitudes. This problem of internal emotional conflict cannot be resolved by the child abandoning the parent; the complete dependence of child upon adult makes this an impossibility. "Two fundamental alternatives exist for the handling of the strains inherent in such an ambivalent motivational structure. The first is for the child to try to find a way to gratify both sides of his ambivalent motivation" (2). This is sometimes possible in a multi-generation home where the negative and positive feelings may be divided between mother and grandmother. This alternative is closed when the relationship in question in-volves mainly two persons. The second fundamental alternative is "repression of one side of the ambivalent structure so that only the other side receives overt expression. If it is the negative side which is repressed, the child will continue to be attached to the parent and be motivated to conform. If the positive side is repressed, conversely the child will tend to abandon his attachment to the parent, in the sense of giving it overt expression, and will refuse to conform" (2) .
I propose now to examine this second fundamental alternative in somewhat greater detail for this is crucial to the understanding of the operant psychic mechanisms in these two other varieties of psychopathy. I should like to consider firstly the situation wherein the negative i.e, hostile component of the ambivalent motivational structure has been repressed. By definition, repression would mean that an affect or feeling formerly consciously appreciated has now passed out of awareness. However it also means that whenever such a person meets situations which would normally call forth hostility he not only has to defend against expressing this but also must defend against the repressed hostility returning to awareness. In our example where this situation is constantly being met, the further mechanism of reaction formation appears and the conformity takes on a compulsive quality. In short the child shows an excessive need to please. Now let us consider the two person interaction system of parent and child. The parent in our example, as a product of our culture, expects her child to become increasingly self-reliant, independent, more co-ordinate, less destructive, less demanding, etc. But the particular parent in question is one whose relationship with her child is so conditional that the child has developed the ambivalent motivational structure mentioned earlier and has repressed the negative component. Consequently the child is constantly seeking to please the parent, is terrified to displease. He shows little initiative and asks direc-tion about everything. To the parent he soon appears as excessively demanding. The effect on the parent is to produce not the desired reassurance but anger and rejection. This results in increased efforts at conformity and increased demandingness in the child. This in turn produces further rejection by the parent. Thus we can begin to understand the vicious circle in the genesis of this deviant behaviour pattern-the prototype of the passive, inadequate psychopath.
Let us consider now the situation in which the positive i.e. loving component of the ambivalent motivational structure has been repressed. Here the child, while remaining in relation to the parent, is motivated to refuse to conform. For reasons identical to the first case, i.e. to maintain the repression, the non-conformity takes on a compulsive quality and thus is continued as in the first case even though this may involve serious social consequences. Again let us consider the two-person interaction system of parent and child. The parent, as before, has accepted the general aims and expectations of the society at large for the child's development. The parent, as before, is one who has a highly conditional attitude towards her child. The reaction of this child to his mother's attempts at training is refusal and non-conformity. The expected reaction on the part of the parent is anger and more intense efforts to force conformity. This is met by more rebellion. If sufficient punishment is forthcoming, temporary conformity may be achieved. However the values which un-.derly the parent's wish for conformity in the child are not internalized and the child is further convinced by the extreme punishment of his tenuous' hold on the affection of his parent. This vicious circle of deviant behaviour not infrequently brings about the interruption of the relationship between child and parent with the placement of the child in a foster home or boarding school. Thus the child's worst fear, namely abandonment, has been realized. The alienative pattern is maintained because the attitudes of the surrogate parents are likely to be still more conditional than were the parent's. The child soon finds himself shunted from home to home and school to school. This, then, is the prototype of the aggressive antisocial psychopath.
I have now outlined the internal situation of three different types of psychopath. Group I consists of persons with a well-developed value system complete with appropriate internal controls. They have friends whom they trust and who are trusted by them. They experience guilt when they have contravened some aspect of their value system. They serve an important function in our society as the suppliers of goods and services that are purchased by other members of society. They would be thought of as a minority group but for the fact that their goods and services i.e. prostitution, gambling, illicit liquor etc. are illegal. Psychiatric measures of control, which might proceed by an effort through psychotherapy to alter the value system to that of the more conventional variety, are rendered difficult by the fact that' a large secti~n of the law-abiding citizenry support this group through their patronage. In this circumstance I do not believe that anything short of a major brainwashing program in an institutional setting could bring about the altered value system complete with the altered inner controls. At the present time such a program would be not only illegal to institute, but for most psychiatrists, morally impossible to carry out.
Groups II and III have a psychic constitution characterized by an oppositional set towards in the first instance their parents, which later has become generalized to all authority. This constitution has come about as a' consequence of being raised in a conditional atmosphere with the subsequent resolution of the ambivalent motivational structure through the mechanisms of repression and reaction formation. While they have succeeded in learning what the rules and regulations of society are, some of these values have not become internalized in the sense that the person experiences guilt upon contravention of these rules and regulations by themselves or by others. What has become internalized is a concern about the conditionality of their relationships with authority figures. These persons do not express their oppositional set randomly. They express it through rejection specifically of those values which were most cherished by the parent. To the extent to which these most cherished values are also values of authorities in general, which they commonly are, these persons come into collision with authority.
The Group II type, the compulsive conformist, does not at first sight appear to be oppositional. Indeed he asserts that he wants nothing more than e.g. to be gainfully employed. However his overpowering helplessness and constant need for direction and reassurance and his lack of initiative render him chronically dependent and unemployable. This group are most usually found in the care of one or other welfare agency where sundry workers are struggling manfully to inspire, cajole, threaten or scorn them into becoming useful citizens.
The Group III type, the compulsive non-conformist, is clearly oppositional but, as I have pointed out, not randomly so. In a:ttacking in the one case property, or in another personal rights and in yet another the rules regarding sexual object choice, he is attacking those things that most particularly would have outraged his parent. This group as well as Group J are commonly seen in our prisons as recidivist criminals.
The implications of this analysis for the treatment of the Group II and Group III types of psychopath are perhaps clear. What is required is an experience by the patient over time of an unconditional relationship, a relationship in which they would feel acceptance as persons, a relationship comparable to that which perhaps most of us had with our parents. It is infinitely easier to suggest a program than it is to find a way by which it might be carried out. There are numerous problems that stand in the way. Not the least of these is the fact that outside of our homes in childhood, the majority of us soon discover that most human relationships are highly conditional. Most of us know that we remain as students with our teachers only so long as we pass examinations, feel that we retain our relationship with our employer only on condition that we perform at a certain level. Most of us feel something of this in many if not all of our friendships. Most patients feel that they will retain their relationship with their psychiatrist only on condition that they co-operate and show behavioural change of a sort that is called healthy; the terms 'healthy' and 'socially acceptable' being interchangeable. Therefore the first problem that I see in the treatment of the psychopath lies in the set of the psychiatrist, his conditional attitude. It can be expected that these patients will be oppositional to their therapists and that there will be a long preliminary period in which they will test the psychiatrist's assertion that he is accepting and non-judgmental. Under these circumstances and particularly in the case of the Group III psychopath, one can discover very quickly how conditional one's position really is. Assuming that this first problem can be coped with there is the problem of persuading the authorities who advance the money for the project. Anyone who has tried to set up a permissive unconditional residential treatment centre for children will know what I mean. It is difficult to persuade the staff, let alone the administrators, to spend money for what looks to them to be wanton destructiveness. A third problem is found in the difficulty encountered in holding the patient in the relationship. In an out-patient setting one so often finds that the patient does not return after he has tested some of the limits with his therapist. His previous experience has led him to believe that he would not be allowed to continue or that he would be punished. Despite these problems, some progress in the direction suggested here has been made. This is particularly the case in the area of 'problem children', perhaps because of the general appeal of the child and of the belief in his plasticity. The Belmont Hospital Centre in England, described by Dr. Maxwell Jones in his book The Therapeutic CO'1111nUnity (1) is an example of work with the Group II psychopath, the inadequate. Similar efforts are being made in many parts of the world. However the Group III psychopath remains relatively untouched by these or comparable measures. In his lecture "The Future of Psychiatry" Dr. J. R. Seeley (3) echoes many of my sentiments when he says that it is necessary for the psychiatrist to become the first and for a time sole kin of these alienated people. I know of no one who as yet has been willing to claim the adult antisocial psychopath for his kin. It is a tremendous challenge which I hope someday someone will accept.
Summary
There is no convincing evidence to support the view that antisocial behaviour can be accounted for by reference to concepts such as learning defect, immaturity or lack of moral fibre. The criminal displays behaviour towards authorities identical to that displayed by a patriot in an occupied country towards the enemy. This identical behaviour, it is asserted by some, shows in the one case instability, cowardice, lack of resolve and in the other case, stability, courage, resolve and strength of will. These statements reveal the attitudes and bias of the observer without illuminating the situation of the observed. It is more relevant to examine what the psychopath has learned and the conditions in which his learning took place than to pursue enquiries aimed at demonstrating a learning defect.
The human being is born without the attitudes, beliefs and sentiments towards e.g. property, sexual object etc., which are necessary for his successful incorpora-tion into his ongoing social group. It is the intention of society's socializing agents, the family and the school, to inculcate in the developing human being these necessary attitudes, sentiments and beliefs. Psychopathic personalities are the consequence of the socializing process gone wrong. This paper describes the types of psychopath together with the learning situations which brought them about. The implications for treatment programs are examined.
Resume
Aucune preuve convaincante ne vient appuyer l'opinion que Ie comportement antisocial peut s'expliquer en invoquant des concepts tels que le defaut d'apprendre, le manque de maturite ou de trempe morale. Le delinquent exhibe envers les autorites un comportement iden-tique acelui dont fait preuve un patriote dans un pays occupe par l'ennemi. D'aucuns affirment que ce comportement identique presente dans le premier cas, de l'instabilite, de la lachete, un manque de fermete, tandis que dans l'autre cas, il s'agit de stabilite, de courage, de ferrnete et de force de volonte, Ces affirmations revelent les attitudes et les prejuges de l'observateur sans eclairer sur la situation de celui qui est observe. II est plus apropos d'examiner ce que le psychopathe a appris et dans quelles conditions, que de chercher a demontrer un defaut d'apprendre.
L'etre humain nait depourvu des attitudes, croyances et sentiments envers des choses te.lles que .les biens, l'objet sexuel, etc., qui lui sont necessaires pour emboiter Ie pas avec succes a son groupe social. Les agents socialisants de la societe, la famille et l'ecole, cherchent ainculquer al'etre humain qui se developpe ces attitudes, sentiments et croyances necessaires, La personnalite psychopathique est la consequence du processus socialisant qui a fait fausse route. L'article decrit les situations d'instruction qui les ont faits ainsi. L'article fait egalernent l'examen des programmes de traitement.
